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Enclosed  is the ~Appt~o\,cd  High Desert Management Framcu-ok-k  Plan Amendment  and Record
of Decision  11lr ~hc I .;lhc Abel-t AI-ea of Critical En\-ironmcntal  C’oncern  (ACEC‘).  The Bureau
of Land Man;~gcmcnt (f3l.M) has prepared this document  in accordance with the Federal Land
Policy and M;~n~~~cmcn~  Act of 1976 and the National Environmental Policy .4ct of 1969.

A total 01‘  two colmlwnt  Icttct-s and one protest Icttcr were rcccived during the rc\:iew of the
Propowd Plan ~\mclldment~  tFinal  Environmental Impact Statement. These comments were
addressed indi! idu~~ll~~  in witin,17 and the protest has been resolved bv the BLM Director. The

protest resulrcd  in nlinor clarifications of existing policy or plan impkmcntation  intent, but did
not in\.ol\;e \t~i~\tanti\ c changes requiring additional public notice or re\,iew.

This document  conl;lins  the BLM State Dircctol-‘s  decision to designate  the area as an ACEC
within the Rcc,xd 01’ IIc‘cision and a description of the special management required to protect
the fixIt- rcsourcc  wlws (culiul-al.  wildlife. scenic. and ecological processes) for which the ACEC

was ticsi~nat~ii. This decision has been  announced within the F&cvtr/  Rqqi.s/w  and local

ncwrpapc~-s.

Sincct-ely.
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Record of Decision for
the High Desert
Management Frame-
work Plan Amendment
for the Lake Abert Area
of Critical Environ-
mental Concern (ACEC)
In Lake County, Oregon
Prepared by the Bureau of Land
Management, Lakeview Resource  Area
Office, Lakeview District

Decision

In rcsponsc  to the requesrs  from the Oregon Department of
Fish and Wildlife anil  Oregon  Waterfowl and Wetlands
Association (letters d;~ted  August  1992)  to consider
designation of Lake Ahcrt  and the surrounding area as an
Area of Critical  Environmemal  Concern (ACEC),  the
findings of the Bureau of Land Man;lgcment  (BLM),
Lakevieu  l)i\trict that it mect,~ the criteria for designation as
an ACEC (RI-M. IYYi). public/agency  comments received
on the pnrpwal  IO dc\ignate  [be area as an ACEC, and on the
basis of the annlysi\  contained  in Draft  Plan Amendment/EIS
(BLM, IYYScj  and  the I’roposcd  Plan AmendmentG~~l EIS
(BLM, IYY6). I have  decided 111 designate approximately
4Y.YOO  acres of lands administered by the BLM, Lakeview
Disrrict.  as an ACliC.  Special ~n~magemcnt  direction shall be
provided for this area iis highlighted in the attached
Approved Plan Amendment. The planning area included
approximately I23.000  of BI.M-administered  land located in
central Lake  County. Oregon The boundary  of the ACEC is
rstablislxd  ah rhr top ,ifAhcri  Kim on rhr east, the edge of
the boundary of it right-of-way  for an existing powerline on
the northeast, an existing county road and private property
line\ on the north. and  an eniiiing jeep trail on the northwest.
a new 3.5.mile riparian  cxcIowre  fence on the west.  and
legal/property  line\ on the xwthwest  as shown in Figure 2 of
the attached Approved  Plan Amendment. The ACEC
includes the BLM-administered portions of the lake, most of
the the surrounding archneological  sites/district, part of the
Abert  Rim wilderness study  iwz (WSA),  and the playa on
the north end of the Inkc. In xldilion.  visual resource
management clnssificnrions  have  been changed throughout
the entire  planning area  Dc\ignations  will become effective
on the dare that the Inolicc  of thi\ decision appears in the
F~derul Ki,,qisrrr.

Alternatives,  Including the
Proposed Action

A number of alternatives were considered for evaluation
during the plan amendment process. Several were
eliminated from further study. These included ACEC
designation with no change in existing management,
designation of the entire watershed as an ACEC, termination
of all livestock grazing within the area, and designation as a
wilderness area rather than as an ACEC. A brief description
of these alternatives and the reasons for their elimination
from further study is contained in the Draft Plan
Amendment/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Seven
alternatives were considered for detailed analysis. These are
summarized below. A more detailed description of the
alternatives can be found in the draft and final  documents.

Alternative 1 (No Action - Continue
Existing Management)

This alternative consists of continuing current management
practices within the study area (approximately 99,900 acres
of BLM-administered lands out of a total of about 123,000
acres) in accordance with the High Desert Management
Framework Plan, Lakeview  Grazing Management Final
Environmental Impact Statement (BLM, 1983; 1981),  other
programmatic and activity level plans (BLM, lY89a;  1989b;
1994b),  and current BLM policies and directives. The area
would not be designated as an ACEC. No special
management would be implemented.

Alternative 2

Under this alternative, the entire Lake Abert  drainage
(approximately 99,900 acres of BLM-administered lands out
of a total of about 123.000 acres) would be designated as an
ACIiC and very restrictive management would be
implemented. This is considered to be the environmentally
preferable alternative as defined by 40 CFR Part 1505,2(b).

Alternative 3

Under this alternative, a portion of the planning area
(approximately 31.600 acres of BLM-administered lands)
would be designated as an ACEC with some special
management actions implemented.

Alternative 4

A portion of the study area (approximarely  39,300 acres of
BLM-administered lands) would be designated as an ACEC
under this alternative with some special management actions
implemented.



Alternative 5

Alternative 7 (Preferred Plan)

Under thi>  alternative, a portion  of the planning area
(approximately JY.900  acres of BLM-administered lands)
would he designated as an ACEC with some special
manegcmcnt  actions applied. This represents the BLM’s
preferred plan  and is similar to Alternative 5 in most respects
with the exception of mnnagcmcnt  of minerals, special
rrxmaferm2r1t  :wcits,  and visual  rcs<wrces.

Environmental Peferability of the
Alternatives

Environmental prefewhility  i’l .judged  using the criteria in
the National I:nvironmcntal  Policy Act (NEPA) and
subsequent guidance by the Council on Environmental
Quality ICEQ. IYXI I. The CEQ has defined the
environmcntelly  prefcr;lble  altcmntive  is that alternative that
will promote the national environmental policy as expressed
in Section IO1 of NEPA.  Thi\ xction lists six broad policy
goals for all Federal pl:ms.  pr<+v:m~s,  and policies:

I) fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee  of
the environment for succeeding generetions;

2) assure  for all Americans safe. healthful,  productive, and
esthetically and culturally plrnsing  surroundings;

3) attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the
environment without degradation, risk to health or safety, or
other undebireahle  and unintended consequences;

4) presewe  important  historic.  cultural.  and natural aspects
of our national heritage, and  nli!intain,  wherever possible. an
cnvironmcnt  which suplxxts  <Iiversity and variety of
individual choice:

5) achieve il balance hctweerr  pi)puiation  and resource use
which will permit high standards  of living and a wide
sharing of life‘s amenities: and

6) enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach
the maximum attainable recycling of depletable resources.

Based on these criteria, identification of the most
“environmentally preferable” alternative involves a
balancing of current and potential resource uses with
protection. Alternatives I and 6 would generally be the least
environmentally protective and offer the most  unrestricted
use of the area. Alternative 2 would be more
environmentally protective than any of the other alternatives,
it would offer fewer “beneficial uses” or achieve less of a
“balance between population and resource use”. The
environmental analysis contained in the Draft and Final
Environmental Impact Statements (EIS’s) shows Alternatives
3-5 are about equal in terms of environmental protection and
“environmental preferability”. [See FEIS  Tables S-l and S-
2.1  Alternatives 3-5 fall somewhere in between the least
(Alternatives I and 6) and most (Alternative 2)
environmentally protective alternatives, but, if environmental
protection is considered the overriding goal, they are less
environmentally preferable than Alternative 2. Alternative 7,
which is the approved plan amendment and Area of Critical
Environmental Concern plan, allows for potential sodium
extraction and other beneficial resource use or extraction
similar to Alternatives 3-5, hut offers slightly more
protection to the lake, shoreline and upland resource values
and ecosystem functions than Alternatives I, 3, 4, 5, or 6.
Aquatic ecology, cultural resources, visual resources and
wildlife habitat impacts would be minimized or mitigated
through management actions and permit, lease or use
restrictions. Given the need to balance the six CEQ goals,
the BLM finds that Alternative 1 is the environmentally
preferred alternative.

Management
Considerations
In response to two separate nominations, the Lakeview

District evaluated Lake Abert  and the surrounding area as a
potential ACEC and found it met the criteria found in 43
CFR 1610.7-2  (BLM, 1993).  Since the existing land use
plan failed to consider the area’s potential as an ACEC
(BLM, 19X3),  the BLM intiated the plan amendment process
to address three specific questions: I) should the area be
designated as an ACEC, if so, 2) how large an area should be
considered for ACEC designation and. 3) what special
menagemcnt  actions were needed to protect the relevant/
important resource values(wildlife,  aquatic ecology,
archaeology, and visual)?

Extensive public input was sought during the plan
amendment process. Based on the input received, there was
wide public support and opposition to the proposed ACEC
designation, boundary locations, and special management
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actions. ‘Through this process,  it was apparent many were
confused  over  the difference\  between ACEC and wilderness
tnanagcmenl. Sincr  no formal  comments were received
from other Federal, state,  or local agencies or tribal
governments stating that the proposal conflicted with their
existing plans  or policie\. the I3I.M assumes the Approved
Plan Amendment  is consistent with such existing plans and
policies.

The BI,M is tasked with the diflicult job of multiple use
managrrncrtt  as mandated  under the Federal  Land Policy and
Management Act and numerous  other conflicting laws and
regulations which govern the management of public lands.
The  Approved Plan  Anlendmerrt  (attached) attempts to
provide il balance between those reasonable protective
r~,eilsures  necessary ,,I protect  tlx resource values for which
ACEC designation  \*-a\ being considcrcd  with the continued
public nculs  to USC the area and,  thereby.  comply with
applicahlc  law\. regulation%.  policy.  and agency direction.

Implementation
Though dr\ignation  OS the ACEC (and the special
management  direction cont;rinrd  within in the attached
Approved Plan Amendments  will become effective on the
date that the notice of this decision appears in the Federal
Rrgisfer.  the implemention of the attached Approved Plan
Amendment will require implementation over  a number of
years. The x?ual  rate ofimplcmmtation  will be tied to the
BLM‘s budget process.  Priorities for management are
developed through long-terns  budgeting processes and in
consultation  with other  agencies.  tribes, and government
bodies. Some actions may require the preparation of
separate National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
analysisld[)curnent~tiotl  (includin&  publication of a separate
decision document) prior tu implementation while others
may be adequately addressed within the draft and final
environmental impact \tatemcnts  associated with this Record
of Decision and require  no additional documentation prior to
implementation. Implcmentntion  progress will be reported
annually in the Lakeview  Di\trict‘s Plunni~~g  Updri~e.

Mitigation and
Monitoring
All protective measures and  other  management direction
identified in the attached Approved Plan Amendment will be
taken to avoid or mitgate  adverse  impacts throughout the
plan implementation. All practical means to avoid or reduce
cnvirunmental  harm will bc adopted. monitored, periodically
evaluated, as appropriate. Monitoring will be conducted as
identified in the Approved Plan Amendment. Monitoring

and periodic plan evaluations will be used to ensure that the
plan is being implemented, progress is being made towards
meeting the plan goals and objectives, that mitigation is
proving effective, and the plan is being maintained consistent
with current BLM policy.

Public Involvement,
Views, and Concerns

Scoping

At the beginning of the plan amendment process input was
!x)ught  through public scoping. A scoping document
discussing the ACEC nomination proposal was prepared and
circulatrd  to all individuals, groups. agencies, and Native
American groups with a known interest in ACEC’s  or
general management activities within the Lakeview  Resource
Area (several hundred). The scoping document was released
on January 7, 1994,  and was followed by about a 45.day
comment period. The scoping period was announced
through notices and/or  feature stories in the Federal Register
(58 (244) FR 67806). the Lake County Examiner
(Lakeview), the Herald and News (Klamath  Falls), and the
Bulletin (Bend) in December 1993.

Scoping Meetings

During the scoping period, two public scoping meetings
were held in February 1994. one in Lakeview  and one in
Bend. A total of eighteen people attended the Lakeview
scoping meeting, not including approximately IO BLM staff.
A total of 12 people attended the Bend scoping meeting, not
including 7 BLM staff. Notes documenting the major issues
and concerns raised during the scoping meetings are
contained in the planning file.

Written Comments

During the scoping period. I03 comment letters were
received and considered. After the close of the scoping
period. two additional letters were received and also
considered. Seventy-two consisted of a form letter sent by
primarily local residents, ranchers, and representatives of
local business and industry who were generally opposed to
the proposed ACEC designation. Ten other letters were
generally in opposition to the proposal. Nineteen letters from
other agencies. environmental groups, concerned citizens,
and scientific researchers were generally in favor of
designation and/or  some form of protection for the area.
Two were from agencies that expressed neither opposition
nor favor of the proposal. One had no comments. Several
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respondents provided copies of recent scientific publications
on the lake ecosystem or pertinent data on resources found in
the vicinity. One respondent provided a history of the Mono
Lake. California ACEC designation experience which
utilized a working group.

The comments were  examined and categorized under one of
several general headings: ACEC Nomination is Unnecessary.
Nomination Will Result in Limitations on Use. Land/Mineral
Ownership, Flaws  in the Nomination Proposals. Existing
Conditions of the Lake Ecosystem, Perceived Area
Problernr.  Alternative\ilssues  Which Should Be Addressed
in the Planning Pmcess.  and Alternative Boundaries. A
complete summary of the public  comments received during
the scoping period is contained in the planning file. These
comments and concern>  were used to develop the list of
issues. goals. objective,. and alternatives discussed in the
Draft and Final Plan Amendment/EIS documents.

Working Group and Additional  Public
Involvement Opportunities

A letter was sent out to everyone  on the mailing list (over
3(K))  inviting their participation on an informal working
group (letter dated March 2. lY94) intended to provide other
agencirb.  tribal governments, groups. and the general public
with additional opportunities  to provide input into the
planning process. Approximately 35 people responded with
an interat  in this opportunity and were subsequently sent ZI
packet oil infommatlon  for rcvicw  prior to the tint meeting
(letter dated April 4. 1944)~ A total of 6 working group
meetings  were held between April 19414,  and February lYY5.
Though attendance at these meeting varied. a total of thirty-
fouj~  intlivldual\. rcprcxnring  state and county governments.
trihai  in~crests.  concerned citizen,. ranchers. hydra  power
proponents. brine shnmp  lishcry.  area recreationists.
environmentalists. and researchers. All meetings were open
to the puhllc  and were announced through news releases I”
local  newspapers prior to the meeting date. Copies of all
meeting notices. m;lilings.  handouts. lists of attenders. and
minutes are contained in the planning tile.

Planning Updates

During the time hetwccn  the end of the formal scoping
period and the completion  of this Draft Plan Amendment/
EIS. all th,,se  on the mailing  list were sent project updates
(letters dared Junr  IO and Septcmher  22. lY94)  and were
invited  to participate in these public meetings and provide
feedback. Many written comments were received. A
summary of these comments  and corresponding responses
are contained in the planning tile. These comments were
incorporated (>r addrc\sed  within the draft document to the
extent poshihle.  In addition.  the March l9Y4 and May 1995
Piurirw~~  l!/xfurrs  and  October 1YY4  Fremorir Fquenr Flyer

provided and plan process updates and notification of public
partupation  opportunities.

Draft Plan Amendment/EIS Review
Opportunities  and Comments

The draft document was made available for 90.day  public
review period which ended on August 16, 1995. Public
review/comment opportunities were announced in Federal
Regisrer notices published on May IO and 19, 1995,  as well
as legal notices/news releases that appeared in the Lake
Counr~  Examiner.  the Klamath  Falls Herald and News. and
the BLM News between May and July 1995.

A total of 31 written comment letters were received on the
draft document. Five of these letters were from individuals
conducting research in the area who wished to provide
additional datafinfomntion.  correct misinterpretation of
existing data presented in the analysis, and/or  suppon  for
ACEC designation. Twenty-six letters were from
environmental groups or individuals supporting adoption of
Alternative 2 along with 2-5 of the same general
recommended changes in that alternative. One letter was
from a representative of the brine shrimp industry generally
in support of ACEC designation, but also expressed concern
over the perceived failure of the BLM to address future water
allocation in the basin. Three letters were from Federal or
state agencies. Two letters were from individuals expressing
support for adoption of Alternative I. The complete
collection of comment letters received and the BLM’s
response are contained in Appendix A of the Proposed Plan
Amendment/Final Environmental Impact Statement. Those
comments which were considered substantive were
incorporated/addressed in this final document.

Two public meetings were held during this review period
which were also announced in the legal notices/newspaper
releases described above and in the draft document cox’er
letter. The first. held in Lakeview. Oregon, had a total of I4
members of the public in attendance and served mainly as an
opportunity to answer questions on the draft document
analysis. The second meeting held in Bend, Oregon. failed
to draw any public interest. Copies of meeting notes are
available as part of the planning record.

Final Plan Amendment Comment/Protest
Opportunities

A 30.day public review/protest period was provided on the
final document. Two comment letters were received during
this period: one from a researcher actively involved in
research on the lake who was generally in favor of ACEC
designation. but had questions related to monitoring
requirements and one from a local citizen generally opposed
to ACEC designation and taking issue with much of the
document. These comments letters were responded to
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include an opportunity f(x public comment and protest/
appeal prior to the preparation of a separate decision
document.  The public will be made available of additional
participation opportunities through the publication of the
Lakeview  District’s annual Planning Update  and notices in
local newspapers. However. some  management actions
which have been  adequately addressed within the Draft/Final
EIS’s may he implemented without additional NEPA
documentation or public participation opportunities.
lmplemrnration  of such actions will also  be reported in the
Planning Updrrte.

District Manager’s Recommendation

With the full knowledge of the commitments being made, 1
recommend the adoption of this Record of Decision and the
attached High Desert Management Framework Plan
Amendment for the Lake Abert  Area of Critical
Environmental Concern (ACEC) in Lake County, Oregon.

Mark  I,awrence

Acting, District Managrr

Lakeview  Distr ict

State Director’s Approval

AUG 12 19%

Elaine Zielinski
Oregon/Washington  Stale I)irector

Date



High Desert Management
Framework Approved Plan

Amendment for the Lake Abert
Area of Critical Environmental

Concern (ACEC) In Lake County,
Oregon

Planning Area
The planning area i\ located  :ippnw.imately  three miles
northeast of Valley Falls in wntral Lake County. Oregon
(Figure I) within the I.akrvicu Resource Area (formerly
called the High I)e\ert  Resoorcc  Area) and consists of
approxinutcly  I XX yu:ire milts of Lake  Abert  and the
surrounding arci~.  The plnnninf  area includes prjvate,  state,
and BLM-adrninisrerc~l  land’.  Abert  Rim Wilderness Study
Area (WSK is Iocatcd along the eatem edge  of the planning
arca

Purpose and Need

of Areas of Critical Environmental Concern” (ACEC).  The
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) regulations define an
ACEC as an area “within the public lands where special
management attention is required (when such areas are
developed or used or where no development is required) to
protect and prevent irreparable damage to important historic,
cultural, or scenic values, fish and wildlife resources, or
other natural systems or processes, or to protect life and
safety from natural hazards”. The FLPMA and BLM
regulations allow potential ACE& to be nominated by staff,
other agencies, or members of the public at any time. In
1992,  Lake Abert  and the adjacent uplands were nominated
fc,r consideration as an ACEC by the Oregon Department of
Fish and Wildlife (letter dated August 7. 1992)  and the
Oregon Waterfowl and Wetlands Association (letter dated
Au&ust  IO. 1992).

Current land  use management activities for the Lakeview
Resource Area (which contains the planning area) are guided
by the High Desert Management Framework Plan (MFP)
completed in 1983  (BLM, 1983).  However, this MFPdid  not
evaluate the Lake Abcrt  area as a potential Area of Critical
Environmental Concern (ACEC).  The BLM has since
recognized four important resource values or processes in the
Lake Abert  area  potentially deserving special management
attention: wildlife resources, cultural resources. scenic
~aIucs,  and ecological processes (BLM, 1993). ACEC
designation recognizes the area  possesses significant values
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and establishes special man;qemcnt  mcasurcs  to protect
those vah~cs.  Designation  helps aw~rc  that the significant
values  or resources are adequately addressed in future
management  action\  and land n\c proposals within the area.

Planning Process
The plan amendment/ACEC  planning process is defined in

Federal regulations (33 CFK Part 1610)  and was discussed in
detail in the draft document  and  will not be repeated hcrc.
To he dcsignatcd  as a,, ACEC. an area  must be evaluated and
found to meet both relcvancc  and  imporlance  criteria for at
Icast one resource  vduc  (43 CFR 1610.7-2).  The Lake
Ahcrt arc:! was cvaluatcd  with respect  to these criteria (BLM.
1993).  The  results  arc \ummarircd in the following section.

ACEC Evaluation  Findings

During the nomination procu\s  prehistoric cultural. wildlife.
unique natural system  (aquatic  ecology) and scenic  value in
and around I.akc  Ahcrt werr  identified  a\ reasons for ACEC
designation. After cwcful  cowldcration  of these and other
porcntial  v~~lucs.  rhc BLM inrcrdisciplinwy  team evaluated
these four  YIIIUCS in detail.  The staff prepared scvcral
rcwurcc  inventory  rcpurts  and combined  the information
into  a summary report. The ,report  documents that I,akc
Ahcrt and its immcdi;ltr  ~urr~~undings  meet the relevance and
importance  criteria for the lxcscncc  of: prehistoric cultural
values. scenic  vz~lues.  wildlife (both populations and habitat)
resources,  and natural procc”ses  (aquat~  ecology). The
natural hazards  [landslides, Iurckslides.  cliffs and potential
for flash tlooding)  which arc prcxnt  wcrc  found to meet the
relevance.  but not the importance criteria (BI.M, lYY3).

Decision Making Process

Prior to making a dcci\ion  10 designate the area as an
ACEC, a I)raft and l4nal  Plan  AmrndmentJEIS  were
prepared (f3I.M. IYY5c:  IYYh). These documents analyzed
the environmental impxts i~fdc\ignating/managing  the area
as an ACEC. identified spew management pract~cs
needed, uses to he allowed,  and mitigation measures.  In
preparing  the Approval Plan AmcndmcntlROD.  the District
Manager  i\ recommending that the State Director approve/
sig”  the pIat>  amcndmcnt.  All protcsts  must  he resolved prior
to the State Director ;~pprwing  the plan amendment. Signing
of the ROD constitute ofiiuial  ACEC designation for the
llrea and [km arrrendlllrnl  a[ylroval.

Relationship to Federal,
State, Local, and Tribal
Land Use Plans and
Policies
In the Draft Plan Amendment/EIS, the BLM documented the

consistency of the proposed ACEC designation and
management  activities with the existing, known Federal.
State, Local. and Tribe1  land use plans/policies. An
additional regional scale plan was released during the public
review period by the Ore-Cal Resource Conservation and
Development Council (1995) which was considered.
Appropriate agencies, state and local governments. and tribes
were given  an opportunity to comment on consistency with
their plans/policies during the 90-day  review period. The
National Park Service, U.S. Environmental Protection
A&ency,  Federal Energy and Regulatory Commission,
Oregon Division of State Lands, and Oregon Department of
Fish and Wildlife were the only agencies that provided
written wmmcnts  on the documents, though the Bureau of
Mines did also comment on the proposal during the scoping
phase.  The Governor of Oregon was provided an
opportunity to review and comment on both the draft and
final documents. No comments were received from the
Governor nor were were any comments directly related to
plan consistency received from other agencies or tribal
governments. Therefore, the BLM assumes there arc no
major concerns with plan consistency other than those
disclosed in the draft document. The reader should refer to
the draft plan amendment/EIS for this discussion.

Federal
A number of lend use or resource management plans have
been developed  by the BLM and other Federal agencies
which relate to or otherwise govern how management is
carried out within the planning area. The BLM is
responsible for determining if the proposed plan amendment
is in conformance with these plans. The following Federal
plans have been identified as applicable to the planning area
and. unless otherwise noted, arc believed to be in
conformance with the proposed plan amendment. Where
appropriate, the management direction and previous
management decisions set forth by these documents, and the
impacts outlined therein. arc used to tier analyses performed
in this plan  amendment, or arc incorporated by reference.
and therefore, are not repeated in detail within this plan
amendment. Therefore. pertinent decisions already
established by these documents arc not being revisted  here,
but are merely mentioned to give the reader a broad
perspective of all management activities occuring  within the
planning area.

13



* High Desert M:magemcnt  Framework  Plan  (BLM.
19X3)  not in arnfwm;~nce  with respect to ACEC
evaluation, thus requiring rhe proposed  plan
arllendllK!nt.

* Lakrview GraLing  M;~n;~gemcnt  Final Environmental
Impnct  Statement (BLM, lYX?h)  and Record of
Decision in cw~fi~rnww with respect  ro grazing
~tlr11ir~i\trati~)n.  hut  did noi  corrsidcr  ACEC designation.

* Wildcrncv  Studies i‘vlxqcment  Framework Plan
Amendments  (BLM. I’)XZa) amended the High
Darn Mann~enicnt  Franwwwk  Plan with respect to
wildcrnehs  issue due 10 the completion of 3 state-wide
wildune~  invcntiry.  The most pertinent section
discusses alternative h,x~ndnry  designation for the
Abert  Kim wildrrncss  study area (WSA).  This
dwunlcnt  Ird to the Oreg<jn  Wilderness Final
Envirorrmcntal  Impact Staremcnt  (BLM, IYSYa).
Wilderness  Study Kep,~r1.  and Record  of Decision
(BLM, IYY la) which  cv;~luated  the impacts of and
rccorrirrieridcd  to (~‘<mgr~c\\  designation of crrtain
wilderness areas within the State  of Oregon.  including
dc\ifnating ??.760  acres on Ahcrt  Kim as wilderness.

* Wildcrnr\s Interim  M;m;~gcmrnt  Policy (IMP)
(BLM. lYX7b)  national lewzl policy covering the
intrrirn  managrnwnt  of wilderness study areas,
pending linal de\ignatiw  action by Congress.

* Weed Management Plan for the Lake Ahert Area
(BLM. lYY5b)  \ite-spccilic  draft plan developed to
addrcsh  continual weed expansion in the Lake Abert
area.  The plan is ticrcd to the lntcgrated  Noxious
Weed Control Progmm  Environmental Assessment
(OR-013-Yl-0%. Lakeviw  Rresource  Area (BLM,
IYY4). Thi\ Environmental Assessment (OR-013.93.
03) covert the environmental impacts of conducting an
integrated noxious weed control plan throughout the
Lakrview Resource Area Of particular relevance to
thih plan amcndn~cnt  arc known weed infestations
around Lake Ahw  which have brrn treated
unsucccssfuliy  with a hi,,lugical  control agent over the
past several years.  The tlccision resulting from the EA

I4

is currently under appeal, howwer, a request for B stay
of the action was denied by the Interior Board of Land
Appeals. This document is, in turn. tiered to the
following three documents: Vegetation Treatment on
BLM lands in Thirteen Western States Final
Environmental Impact Statement (BLM, 1991 b),
Northwest Area Noxious Weed Control Program Final
Environmental Impact Statement (BLM, 1985).
Supplement to the Northwest Area Noxious Weed
Control Program Final Environmental Impact
Statement (BLM, lY87a).

* SiteSpecific Environmental Assessment Tiered to
the 1987  Final Environmental Impact Statement for
Rangelund  Grasshopper Cooperative Management
Program (Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
(APHIS), IYYSh)  covers the periodic need to control
grasshopper outbreaks in various rangeland  and
agricultural areas within Lake County, including the
general vicinity of Lake Abert.  The lead for this type
of action rests with APHIS, but the BLM does
cooperate  when treatment involves lands under its
administration. This Environmental Assessment is, in
turn, tiered to the Rangeland Grasshopper Cooperative
Management Program Final Environmental Impact
Statement (APHIS. 19X7).

* Wildlife Damage Management in the Rosehurg  ADC
District in Southwestern Oregon Environmental
Assessment and Record of Decision (APHIS. 199%) -
covers wildlife damage management activities in the
Lakeview  Resource Area, including the Lake Abert
area. APHIS is the lead agency for this action. The
BLM served as a cooperating agency in the preparation
of this Environmental Assessment. This
Environmental Assessment is tiered to the Animal
Dana&e  Control Final Environmental Impact
Statement and Record of Decision (APHIS, 1994).

* Mineral Disposal Pit Environmental Assessments
(BLM, lY7Xa;  1978h)  assessed the environmental
impacts of development and operation of two small
(less than 40 acres) gravel pits in the vicinity of Lake
Abert  which are still in operation today.

* Riparian Exclosure  Fence Environmental Assessment
(BLM, 199%) assessed the environmental impacts of
u riparian exclosure  fence (approximately 3.5 miles in
length) along the western shore of Lake Abert.

Appropriate Federal agencies were provided with an
opportunity to review the proposed plan amendment and
provide comments on its consistency with their plans,
policies, and directives, In addition to the plans listed above,
one other initiatives is currently underway that may
eventually amend certain management directions within this
plan amendment. Though it would first appear more logical



to wait until such initiatives arc completed prior to making a
decision on this plan  amendnwnt.  the Bl.M can not simply
stop managing or proposing appropriate changes in
management for lands  undrr  it\ jurisdiction until such
planning ctforts  xc c,m~plctrd  (which  is likely to be scvcral
years into  the future).  Thi\ initiative includes:

* Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project
regional ecosystcn-based  inter-agency planning effort
currently in progress fix parts  of the States of Oregon,
Washington. Idaho. and Montnna.  Products from this
effort  will include il scientific asxssment  of existing
conditions and trends within the entire basin and two
linvinmmcntal  Impacl Statements. A draft
Envil~onmental  Impact Statement covering Oregon and
Washington cast  of the C:;~w:tde  Mountains is expected
late ill s”ml,,er  of IYYh.

State
Thr Statr  ~SOregorl  uxs “Oregon’s  Statcwidc  Planning

Gm~ls”  to guide land use planning  within thr stafc
(Deparrmcnt  of Land C~rn\er\:,tion  and Development.  lYY4).
This requires  local government\  to develop their own
comprehenrivc  plans which arc consistent  with. and
implement on the local  level. the state‘s goals. One other
documrnr  which is ;~pplic;lble  10 the study  area is the
“Oregon Natural Heritage  Plan” (Natural Heritage Advisory
Council to the State I.and Board. IYY3). The Governor and
various agencies  within the Srate  of Oregon were given an
opportunity 10 review the Draft and Proposed Plan
Amendment/EIS‘s and  comment on consistency with their
goals. policies, and  plans. No comments or objections were
received from Ihe Governor, nor were  any comments
received from state agcncics  directly related to consistency
with existing state plans. policies. or goals.

Lake County

Lake Counry  has an existing  wmprehensive  land use plan
developed in rcsponsc  10 thr State of Oregon’s requirement
for local gwrmment\  10 devclop  land use plans. The plan
consists  of a number of reports. ordinances, and subsequent
amendment\ governirrg  land USC practices and policies within
the county (Lake  County. lY7Y;  1983:  IYXYa:  lY8Yb;  19x9~:
1992).

The plan classities the land5  surrounding  the lake  as
rangrland~.  The open  space  inventory within the “Lake
County Atlas” (Lake  C‘ounty,  lY7Y) recognizes the area
along the northwest shore of the lake as critical deer  and
antelope  habitat. The southeast shore is recognized as
critical deer habitat. It further  states  that “one of the primary
functions of the County Plan is to identify and recognize

natural areas”  (page 96) and lists Abert  Lake and Rim as one
of many recognized research and potential natural areas
found within the county (page 97).

The atlas was amended in 1983 (Lake County, 1983)  and
recognized Abert  Rim’s wilderness study area status (page
18) and value as a scenic corridor (page 19). The wildlife
habitat map recognized additional portions of the area as
valuable wildlife habitats (deer and antelope range;
wetlands). The revised open space map shows Lake Abert
proper as a designated natural area.

In 1992, the county passed an “Emergency Ordinance and
Interim Public Land Management Plan” (Lake County, 1992)
to supplement the existing land use plan, as amended. This
ordinance does not support the designation of any additional
wilderness areas,  roadless  areas, or research natural areas
within the county. Though it does not specifically discuss
ACEC designation, its intent was to discourage any more
special area designations. The ordinance encourages
exploration and development of mineral/energy resources
within the county, continuing of livestock grazing/
agricultural uses at historic levels consistent with sound
management practices, as well as continuing the control of
predatory animals and noxious weeds.

Although ACEC designation is inconsistent with the intent of
the 1992 ordinance regarding special area designation, the
managment  direction of the Approved Plan Amendment does
not preclude any of the above mentioned management
activities, provided they meet the plan goals and objectives.
The Lake County Commissioners were provided with an
opportunity to review the proposed plan amendment and
comment on its consistency with their approved plans and
policies. No formal comments related to consistency with
the county plan were received.

Tribal Governments

Four recognized tribal governments are known to have an
interest in the Lakeview  Resource Area: the Klamath Tribes.
Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation, Burns
Paiute Tribe, and Fort Bidwell  Tribe. It is unknown if any of
these government bodies have a formal land. resource, or
economic development plan which would be consistent or in
conflict with the proposed plan amendment. However, the
Klamath Tribes are known to have a policy calling for no
surface disturbance of their ceded lands. These tribal
governments have been given several opportunities to
participate in the preparation of this plan, review the plan.
and provide a consistency determination. No formal
comments were received.
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Management Goals and
Objeches
Ten gmcral  i,,anagernrn,  goal\  fur the study area were
devciopcd  along  with :I number of more specific objectives
10 ;,id in measuring, over  time, how well an alternative mtxts
the goals, The fullowing  ~o;~ls  and  objecfivcs  were
developed io address the issues  and  concerns raised during
the public in~~~lvemcnt  passes\.  They are not listed in any
order of priurlty and.  at lirsr  gl;~nce,  may he some that appear
tu be in tlire~l conflict with each other.  This reflects the
various legal  mandates  under which the BLM operates.
While some  goals  may conflict. they are not totally exchxive
of each other. The alternaive\  that were  developed and
analyzed emphasized some grwl>  wer others.

Inventory  and monitoring xc needed  to determine if certain
goals and  objcctivcs  of the Approved Plan Amendment are
being  lm~‘1.  Howcvcr.  not  all g<x’Is  and objectives require
inventory and monitoring to dctcrminc  this. Those goals/
ohjeclivc\  requiring inv~nloryilll,lnitorinE  are indicated in
the following discussion. A more detailed discussion of the
plan inventory and monitoring requirements  is included on
pages 2s ;1nd  2x.

Goal 1
Maintain a viable, suswinahlc  ecosystem within the lake and
surrounding area (prevcnl  changes  that would cause
significant. adverse  effects on wological  values).

Objectives

a) Maintain  curren1 aquatic and wetland plant
community diversity  by not allowing any future,
human~caused  activity that would cause a significant
change (defined as a 10% human-caused change over
any rhrcc-year  period at an X5”/  confidence level) in
relative species  abundance. Should a significant
change uccur.  existing management  would he
rrcvnluared.  Monitoring would occur as described on
pages25  and 2X.

h) Authorize no future diwretionary  human action
which will incrcasc  the number of years by more than
5%. when compared to the 19261994  baseline. that
the average  total dissolved  solid concentration in Lake
Abrrt exceeds IO0 grams  per liter (g/I) or reduces the
level of the lake helow  4.2s I feet in elevation. (Note:
water chemistry change’,  primarily the ratio of
dissolved  carbonates 10 chlorides. are not addressed by
this ob.jective  and ~oultl  require detailed evaluation in
3 sepnr;~te.  pr(!ject&specil’ic  NEPA  document which

would include a model of other criteria to be developed
at a future date). Monitoring would occur as described
on page 28.

Goal 2
Maintain or enhance economic conditions consistent with

other listed goals and existing laws. regulations, and policies.

Goal 3
Maintain or enhance existing resource values for future

generations (i.e. do not exclude future options by current
management actions).

Goal 4

Continue current, traditional, and historic land and resource
uses in the area.

Goal 5
Maintain or enhance recreational opportunities and
wilderness values.

Objectives

a) Manage the area in accordance with the following
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) management
objectives with the intent of allowing continuation of
hunting, limited trail development, and other recreation
opportunities within the area:

* Preserve primitive, non-motorized recreation
opportunities east of Highway 395 (within Abert
Rim WSA).
* Manage the Highway 395 corridor as a Roaded
Natural Environment.
* Manage the playa  at the north end of the lake and
the westside of the lake as a Semi-Primitive,
Motorized area.

h) Manage Abert  Rim WSA in accordance with the
Wilderness Interim Management Policy (BLM, 1987h)
until a final decision on wilderness designation is made
by Congress. The Wilderness IMP generally precludes
activities which permanently impair existing
wilderness values.

Goal 6

Maintain the present visual/aesthetic quality
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Objectives Monitoring would occur as described on page 2X.

d) Provide and maintain habitats capable of supporting
the following population levels of sensitive fish and
wildlife species known or strongly suspected of
breeding in the area:

* Peregrine Falcon 5 nesting pairs
* Western Snowy Plover 100 nesting pairs
* Long-billed Curlew - 20 nesting pairs
* California Bighorn Sheep I25 individuals
* Loggerhead Shrike to be set after future
inventories
* Pygmy Rabbit -to be set after future inventories
* Ferruginous  Hawk to be set after future
inventories
* White-tailed Antelope Groundsquirrel to be set
after future inventories
* White-tailed Jackrabbit to be set after future
inventories
* Oregon Lakes Tui Chub to he set after future
Inventories

Monitoring would occur as described on page 28.

e) Provide and maintain suitable habitats capable of
supporting the following sensitive wildlife species
known to make seasonal use of the area:

* Bald Eagle IO individuals (December March)
* White-faced Ibis 50 individuals (February
March)
* Black Tern I50 individuals (migratory; February
-June)

Monitoring would occur as described on page 28,

f) Provide, maintain. or restore habitats capable of
supporting the following minimum population levels
for all sensitive plant species which currently exist or
historically existed within the area. Reevaluate
maoagement  if an existing population declines by 10%
or more “Ye‘  3 years.

* Desert allocarya  (P/a@oboth~s  s&us)  50 plants
(to be restored)
* Columbia cress (Rorippa  columbiae)  to be set
after future inventories, if located
* Long-flowered snowberry (Synphoricarpos
longiflorus)  to be set after future inventories, if
located

a) Allow no drvclrrp~~~cn~s  which would cau.w  a
significant.  adverse  visual impact to the casual
observer  as \,iewcd  from the primary travel corridor ot
Highway 395.

Goal 7

Protect and/or interpret, where  appropriate, existing cultural
resource values, including protecting and respecting Native
American traditional uses.

Objectives

a) Ensure that. in any given year. no cultural sites arc
damaged due to unauthorized excavation. Monitoring
would occur as described  on page  2X.

Goal 8

Maintain or enhance habitat quality and quantity for native
plant and animal sprc10,  including special  status  species
(such thar  Ihe latter  do not heu,me  Federally-listed).

Objectives

a) Provide or maintain an upland vegetation
community (composition by weight of total annual
production) of 70-XL)%  grasses, 5.15% forbs, and 5
15%1  shrubs. on existing seeded areas. Monitoring
would occur as descrihcd  on pages 25 and 2X.

hi Pn,vidc  or maintain an upland native vegetation
cwlmunity  (ci,tnposition  by weight  of total annual
production) of 30-40%  grasses.  5.15% forbs, and 25.
40% shrubs on existing unseeded areas. These
composition rangcs  can occur in mosaics within the
unseeded  areas.  Monitoring would occur as described
on pages 2.5 and 2x.

c) Provide  and maintain habitats within the area
capable of supporting the greatest diversity (those
minimum species  diversity levels presented below)of
non-sensitive. native wildlife species at the highest
population IcvcI\ corlsistcnt  with sustaining that
<lircr\lty:

* 70 nrst,ng ii”liill 5pccles
* YO migratory and/or  scastrnal  avian  species
* 45 resident and/or  migratory mammalian species
* I5 resident amphibian and reptile species

Monitored would occur as described on page 2X.
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Goal 9 private inholdings. etc.),

7. Any land acquisition proposed will he conducted in
accordance with existing requirements to equalize the local
land/tax base. The preferred method will he through
exchange. Any lands subsequently acquired as a result of
implementing the proposed plan which are adjacent to or
within an ACEC boundary will automatically he managed in
accwdance  with the goals and objectives specified in this
plan amendment  and would not require the preparation of a
new plan amendment.

X. Implementation of the plan will he coordinated with other
agencies, Native American groups. private land owners. and
other public members interested in the watershed (through
such means as scoping letters, public notices, annual
Plarrrrirr~  lJ~xlarr.s, and consultation/ coordination meetings).

9. Unless specified  otherwise. those lands within the
planning art‘3 outside of any ACEC boundary will continue
to he managed in accordance with the existing land use plan,
agency policy and direction.

IO. Mineral development could occur on private or state
lands within or adjacent to the ACEC, as the ACEC
designation applies only to lands administered by the BLM.
In addition. mineral development is restricted by the
Wilderness IMP within Abert  Rim WSA(BLM,  lYX7h).

Maintain or enhance public education  and scientific research
opportunities

Goal 10

Management
Assumptions

I. It must comply with existing  laws. regulations,  executive
orders, and p~llicie\.

4. Manapncn~ will hc xlaptivc and rcsponsivc  to new data,
infunnati,m.  01 changing  wntlilions. Continued inxntory
and monitoring will he rcquircd  This is discussed further in
the “Plan Kcviuw.  M,mitming. and  Evaluation“ and
“Inventory and Munitoring” vxtio~~s.  As new information,
date,  or better technique\  or m~~lcls  hecomc  available they
will he utilixd  to the rntcnt  practicable. Should these
suggest or support modilicatiun  to one or more of the
original &jextiws,  this will bc accomplished  without further
public input or a new plan amendment  8s long as any such
new ubjcctiveis)  is consistent  with the goals of this plan
amendment,

5. It applies ~mly  to BI.M-adlninistcred  lands within the
planning area boundary. Howcvcr.  the BLM would
emphasizr  more coordination with other agencies and
adjacent Iandown~rs  and. where  possible. enter into
partnerships. cwperativc agrecuv~nts,  and memorandums of
understanding. to he bcttrr  inf~~rmed  on other activities
occurring within the basin and lprovide  input on other
proposed actions which (may  have  an adverse impact on the
lake  ecosystem

Plan Amendment
Management Direction
Llndcr the approved plan, a portion (about 49,900 acres) of

the original plannin&  area will be designated as an ACEC
(Figure 2). For the purposes of impact assessment, a number
of assumptions were made concerning what may or may not
happen in the future under the proposed plan. It is assumed
that certain types of mineral developments and rights-of-way
applications could he proposed and approved, hut will he
subject to protective stipulations. It is also possible that
future development(s) may never he proposed. Wildlife and
special status species resources may require mitigation in
response to such developments. Fire prescriptions will
probably he developed and implemented. Current range,
recreational, cultural, and other resource management
practices will be somewhat protective or restrictive.

Lands Management

No specific land tenure adjustments were identified in either
the High Desert MFP or the draft plan amendment related to
the planning area. However, under the proposed alternative,
the BLM will continue current policy, which is to block-up



Rights-of-Way  Management

New righr\-of-way could he alknved  within the ACEC, but
only in xcordance  with the goals  and objectives for VRM
class  ((ha1 6). lake levels. total dissolved solid levels, and
water chemistry  (Gnl  I, ot)jcctive  h), and wilderness interim
nranagemcnt  policy (none can  hc located in WSAs).  The
hurdrn  of proofthnt  ;i new uGght-of-way  proposed within the
ACEC IIICI the goal&  and oh]ecti\,es  and, thereby, did not
cause an advcrx impact on the lake ecosystem, will bc on
the applicant and will rcquirc  the preparation  of a scparatc
NEPA  d,~curnent.

Roads and Transportation
Management

During the wet seawn.  vrhiclc  traffic array he restricted on
thaw  roi~d\ lacking rubgrxir  reinfircerrrenf  where critical
erosion  i\ kn<,wn 10 occur, Nu such rwds are currently
identified. Those 1.0x15  which are not  needed  for
management.  :ti\ idcntilied  in the transportation plan, could
be closed  and  rehahilitatrd Currently. no roads in the
planning arca listed  in the tr;insportation  plan have been
identified  as unneccsssry.  hut due to the potential for future
updatrs  10 the transportatiw,  plan, unneccessary  roads could
be identified  and cl~~scd  in ihc future,

OHV USC will he limited I<> existing roads and trails.
Existing roads and trail>  rcfcrs  to those official and unofficial
roads and trails which arc in existence at the time of ACEC
designation. that is. at thr time the Approved Plan
An~endmcnt/Rcc(ird  of Decision  iire issued. This will he
derermincd  from the I.akeview  District transportation plan.
l!SGS t,,,,,,  mqx. wcrr,,  ;,ci~icI phutugraphs.  staff knowledge
US the area.  and on-thr-grwnd  licld  checks. Seasonal
closure\ will he pl;rccd  on the northern playa.  in deer/bighorn
sheep critical winter  range.  and near  raptor nesting sites. if
needed to protect <~lher  rcs<rurce  villues.  Closures u,ill  be
accumodated  by puhlihhing  Federul Register and local

notices.  posting signs, erecting gates or other barriers, and
patrols of the area, as needed. Authorized administratiw  use,
on a limited basis, such as law enforcement, emergency
search and rescue  operations. wildlife surveys, project
maintenance, and permittee access may be exempted from
these restrictions.  For BLM employees and most
emergency-related activities, such administrative activilies
arc automatically excepted by the signing of the attached
Record of Decsion.  Granting of such exceptions to non-
BLM employees will occur through the placement of special
conditions or stipulations in permits during the permitting
process. See also the discussion under Wildlife Management
and Recreation Management sections.

Soils Management
During the wet season, vehicle traffic may he restricted on

those roads lacking suhgrade  reinforcement where critical
erosion is known 10 occur. See also Vegetation Management
section.

Air Quality Management

Prescribed burn plans will be planned and implemented such
that burning does not violate state air quality standards.

Hydrology and Water Quality
Management

No discretionary actions under the control  of the BLM will
be allowed which will violate State of Oregon water quality
standards or contlict  with Goal I, objective h. The BLM
recognizes water inflow and quality as one of the most
important factors affecting lake ecology. However, the
authority to control the allocalion  of water within the basin
res&  entirely with the Oregon Department of Water
Resources and the majority of the headwaters occur on
Forest Service lands. The BLM will work cooperatively
with both agencies to ensure that future water allocation
proposals or projects occurring on Forest Service lands in the
basin adequately consider water inflow and quality issues as
they relate to potential impacts on the Lake Abert  ecosystem.
The BLM currenty  receives notices from both agencies
concerning planned activities going on in the basin. The
BLM intends to review all such proposals on a case-by-case
basis to determine if they will he detrimental to the lake
ecosystem The BLM intends to comment on such proposals
and. if it is determined that a proposal will have an adverse
impact on the relevant and important ACEC values, it will
officially object or protest the proposed action. However. the
final decision on whether to procede with a proposed action
rests  with the authorized agency (for water rights the State
of Oregon; for land management of Forest Service
administered lands-Forest Service).
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Aquatic Community
Management

Mineral  Management
Within the Abcrt  Kim WSA p<rtirln  of the ACEC

(apprmimatcly 7.500  acres:  see hlnp 2 of the Draft Plan
AmcndmrnrllilS).  imincra  Ic;l\ing  or mineral disposal is
currently not  allowed under the wildcrncss  mtcrim
managcmc~it  Ip>licy  IIMP: BI.E\l.  IYX7). This restriction  will
continue undu  tbc apprcjicd  plum  Locatahlc  mineral
activity fundcr  the 1872  Evlininf  I.aw). other than non-
surface disturbing casui~l  use.  will rcquirc  a Plan of
Operation. In addition. :my activiry  requiring reclamation
can no longer bc allowed:  wllich  cwatially precludes most
locatable mineral activity. If Currgress  decides to include
Abert  Rim WSA in the wilderncs\  system. the area will be
officially withdrawn fror all mineral  activities (locatable,
lcasahle, and salable) at a later d:ltc.  However. if Congress
dccidcs  to relc;tsc Ahert  Kim \VSA from WSA status, that
portion ofthc WSA within  the ACEC will remain closed  to
salable and  Icasahie  mineral acti\‘itics  while locatahlc
rmincral  activity will again he allowed. but subject to Plans of
Operation,

Paleontological  Resource
Management
No special  m;magcmcnt  was identified. Current guidance

will be implemented which requires that such resources be
protected and preserved whenever located. Scientific
research could follow any new discoveries.

Vegetation  Management

Vegetation in the area will be managed using such available
techniques  as prescribed tire, livestock grazing management.
livestock cxclosurcs,  and vegetation reestablishment where
necessary to maintain or improve the existing wetland.
riparian, and upland habitats and overall botanical species
diversity. (See also special status species management
section). Preference  will be given to the use of native
species when reseeding sites which arc damaged by
disturbance (i.e. gravel pit reclamation). severe fire, or have
been treated for noxious weeds and lack an existing native
seed source. Existing, non-native seeded areas will be
maintained as they currently exist.

An extension of the recently constructed Cave Springs
exclosure  fence was proposed during the public review
period of the draft document which (in combination with the
Cave Springs fence) will exclude livestock grazing from
most uf the wcstcrn  riparian zone. This fence proposal has
been added to the approved plan, will benefit riparianl
wetland vegetation, and is discussed further under the
Rangeland Management section.

Noxious Weed Management

The on-going integrated  noxious weed control program will
continue. This includes plans to continue treatment of a
large, existing mediterrancan  sage infestation on the eastern
edge of Lake  Aben,  extending up to the top of the rim and
small satcllitc populations scattered throughout the area.
There have  been several  attempts at establishing biological
control organisms in recent  years. Additional infestations of
mediterranean  sage and other noxious weeds  will he treated
as the need arises in accordance with the existing weed plan
(BLM, lYY4b;  IYYSb).

Rangeland Management

Forage will continue to be allocated and range improvement
projects implcmcnted  in accordance with the High Desert
MFP, Lakeview  Grazing EIS (BLM, lY8b; 1983).  and
subsequent decisions and agreements as reported in later
Lakcvicw District Run~elund  Prqram Summaries  and
Plam~inx  Updoliifes. The current exchange of use agreement
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Special Forest Products
Management

Wildlife  Management

fence) would exclude livestock grazing from most of the
western riparian  zone. This proposal has been adopted in
this approved plan amendment, to the benefit of riparianl
wetland vegetation and associated wildlife habitat. This
proposal is discussed further under the Rangeland
Management  section.

Animal Damage Control
Management

The existing animal damage control programs within the
planning area will continue. These programs are under the
authority of the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
(APHIS), not the BLM (APHIS, 1987; 1994; 1995a.  and
IYYSb).  The program consists primarily of predator (coyote)
control efforts, but could also include problem cougars and
black hears. Predator control activities are carried out by
APHIS at the request of the Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife or livestock permittees in response to wildlife
depredation (mule deer and pronghorn antelope). livestock
depredation, or human health/safety concerns. Abert  Rim
WSA is currently identified as a no-control area, except in
emergency situations, and is restricted by the Wilderness
IMP (BLM, 1987h).  The rest of the planning area is within
the general  control zone, with the exception of public safety
zones  (one-quarter mile buffer on each side) along Highway
395.

Ran&eland grasshopper and Mormon cricket control could
also he conducted should the need arise, though there has
been no need in the recent past. APHIS has identified areas
within or near the planning area where the possibility of
outbreaks capable of causing economic damage exists.
Treatment within Abert  Rim WSA will he restricted by the
Wildcrncss IMP (BLM. 1987b).  However. neither APHIS or
permitecs have contacted the BLM in recent years
concerning a need  to conduct treatment. It is not likely that
such treatment will be requested or conducted in the near
future due to other budget priorities of both the BLM and
APHIS.

Special Status Species
Management

Desert allocarya  (Pla,qiohorhr)s  salsus)  will be reintroduced
within an improved, existing excIosurc  where it was
historically present.

Special  Management  Areas

Approximately 49,YOO  acres. including the lake, most of the
the surrounding archaeological sites/district, part of the Abert
Rim WSA. and the playa on the north end will be designated

23



and managed  as an ACIC with the boundary being
established as the top of Aben  Kim on the cast, an existing
powerline on the northeast. an existing county road and
private propcrry  lines  on rhr  north.  and an existing jeep trail
on the northwcc~.  a new 3.5.mile cxclosure  fence on the
wext.  and  Ic~:d/pr~~pcrt~  lines on the southwest  as shown in
Figure 2. This boundary  wa\ derived bavxl  on its ability to
include all of the lake  prijpcr.  important scenic  and wildlife
values. and  ,n,,s, of the culturill  Yalucs.

The current  boundary and man;lgemcnt  of Abcrt Rim WSA
will conrinuc  to be guided  hy the Wilderness Study  Report
(BLM. IYXY;li.  Final IIS (BLM. 1991~1).  and Wilderness
IMP (BLhl. IYX7h).  pending final Congressional action on
wilderness deignation,

Fire Management

All wildiirr\ will hc \upprewl uing a limited suppression
strawgy  in \Ituations  whcrc  litc :md property arc threatened.
Wildfire area\  will be revxdcd  (with an emphasis on the use
of natiw xctl) if naturill rcvrgcution  dots not occur or
swcrc  soil erosion is an imnxdiare  threat. A prescribed burn
plan(s) will he developed whew  appropriate or as needed to
meet  ACEC manqwocn~  objwtivcs.  Prescribed fires will be
designed and implcmcntcd  to cncouragr  niltural revcgetation
by tire-t<>lcrant  native ~pccics.  hrcak up large tracts of
monotonous vcgctatiijn  ~ypc~ 1nt0 it mosilic of different
vcgrlarion  fypcs,  :intl ~wducc  lh? threat  of future catastrophic
wildl~ircs.

Cultural  Resource Management

Cultural site interpretation  of wmc sites will he provided
within the wc~ whcrc the public is already stopping and
other rcsourccs  arc being  intcrprcted  (i.e. the existing
Watchahlc  Wildlife site). The existing archaeological district
will be expanded  to include othci~  rligihlc sites  within
approximately  one-half  smile of the western  shore. as fimc
and funding allow

Traditional  Uses

Native American traditional uses and concerns will be
identified through continued consultation with tribal
governments and individual Native Americans.

Recreation Management

With the exception  of administrative use, OHV use will be
restricted throughout the ACEC to existing roads and trails.
Seasonal closures  will be placed on the playa  at the north end
of the lake. in deer/bighorn sheep critical winter range, and
near reptor nest  sites, if needed. Such closures will be
accomplished as described in the Roads and Transportation
Management  section. In the remainder of Abert  Rim WSA
east of the ACEC boundary. the OHV designation will
remain  restricted to cxihting  roads and trails. This restriction
will remain in place for that  portion of Abert  Rim WSA
falling within the ACEC should Congress decide to drop
Abert  Rim WSA from wilderness status. The remainder of
the planning area will be open to OHV use.

The existing Watchable Wildlife site on the south end of the
lake will be maintained and a new site constructed on the
north end of the lake. Hunting and other low-impact
recreation opportunities will continue. An existing two-
track road at the mouth of Juniper Creek, east of Highway
395, will he converted to a foot trail, in a manner consistent
with the Wilderness IMP(BLM,  1987b).

Visual Resource Management
The exiting visual resource  classifications (Class I, III. and
IV) will be modified to more accurately depict the current
visual quality of the area (Figure 3). The Abert  Rim corridor
will remain in its existing  class I category (approximately
22.Y25  acres). The remainder of the lake and ACEC and part
of the rest of the planning area will become Class II
(approximately 57,690 acres). The remainder of the
planning area will become Class III (approximately 42,380
X‘CS).

Hazardous  Materials
Management

Any hazsrdous  substances discovered on BLM-administered
lands within the planning area will be investigated and
removed in accordance with CERCLA, RCRA, Emergency
Planning and Community Right-To-Know Act. and other
applicable laws and regulations. Emergency response will
include site cleanup, proper notifications, criminal
investigations. risk assessment. and other actions consistent
with these rcquircments.  Methods will be employed to
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protect the public and 131-M employees from exposure to
such materials until properly removed and disposed of. All
hazardous materials used in ~manegement  activities within the
planning area will he stored, treated. and disposed of in
accordance  with ~111  applicable legal requirements.

Plan Review, Monitoring,  and
Evaluation
The Bureau‘s planning regulation\ require that existing land
use plan(s) (including plan amendments)  he periodically
monitored and evaluated at intcwals.  specitied  by the
appropriate manager (in this ci~se.  the District Manager). to
determine whether mitigation measures are satisfactory,
whether there has heen  significant changes in other agencies
or tribal land use plansipolicics,  whether there is new data of
releunce  to the plan. or other reason  to warrant amendment
or revision of the plan (43 CFR Part l610.4-9).  In the case
of the High Desert Management Framework Plan, plan
re\,iewimi)nit~,ring  has o~curretl  on about three to five year
intervals ( IYXh  and 1YYl) since  the plan was approved in
19X3.  Except  for the statewide  evaluation of wilderness
areas. this approved  pl:ln  amendment  represents the first
amendment to the High Descrt  Management Framework
Pklll

This approved plan amendment will he reviewed and
monitored concurrently with the schedule for the High
Desert  Management I:rumework  Plan. The next review is
tentatively scheduled for late calendar year 1996 and is
expected on about live year intervals until the plan is
replaced hy an approval  Resource Management Plan or
Management Framework Plan revision. Results of the plan
review/m~~nIt~~ring  pnxr55 WI‘II likely be presented in the
annual district PI<mi,~,q  lJ/hir~.

Additional inventory and monitoring will he needed to
determine if certain goals and objectives  of the approved
plan amendment are being met (pages 16-18).  However, not
all goals and objectives will require extensive inventory and
monitoring. The ability to conduct inventory and monitoring
is influenced by declining funding levels, other budget
priorities, and available personnel; factors which vary from
year to year and are ofren  beyond the control of the
Lakeview  District Oflice. As discussed in the following
section.  there arc different type\  of monitoring. The type of
monitoring that will bc done will vary by goal, intensity,
frequency. and  interv;ll,

Inventory and Monitoring

Monitoring will allow management within the area to be
adaptive in nature and more responsive to new data,
information. or changing conditions. Monitoring can take on

three basic forms: implementation (has the proposal been
fully implemented?), effectiveness (is the proposal/
management plan having the desired effect or an unexpected
undesirable effect? are the goals and objectives being met?),
and validation (if the proposal is not having the desired
effects, are the management assumptions, goals, or
objectives still valid?). Initially, monitoring will focus on
implementation and effectiveness. Validation will only be
required if the goals and objectives are not being met. The
results of such monitoring will be reported in summary form
in the Lakeview  District’s annual Planning Update.

Implementation monitoring will focus on documenting plan
implementation as described in the previous section. Those
goals where implementation monitoring will occur include 5,
6, 7. and IO. In most cases. implementation of specific
management actions outlined in the plan amendment will
cause these goals (and objectives) to be met. The results of
such monitoring/plan implementation will he reported in the
Lakeview  District’s annual Planning  Update

Effectiveness monitoring will occur for goals I and 8 and
will become more intense in direct response to land-
disturbing development proposals such as sodium leasing. In
such an instance, the project proponent will be required to
fund or conduct monitoring before, during, and after project
development, using scientifically based monitoring
protocols. The proponent will be required to report the
results of such monitoring to the BLM for evaluation and
will also he summarized in the Lakeview  District’s annual
Planning Update.

The types of inventory and effectiveness monitoring which
may be conducted (by resource) within the planning area
include:

Vegetation/Range Conditions

I) Additional baseline inventory of riparianlwetland
vegetation may occur, provided funding is available. Some
such inventory work has been accomplished. but may need to
be supplemented in the future. This will most likely be
accomplished through contract with a credible academic
institution under the challenge cost-share or similar funding
mechanism (BLM shares the cost with other sources/
participants). The work that has been done to date involved
monitoring riparian/wetland  vegetation at perttmnent
frequency transects in 5 or 6 key locations around the lake.
Photoplots could also be used for quantifying vegetation
change. If more than 10% change in species diversity occurs
(75% contidence  level) over 3.year  period, this will he
viewed as not meeting the plan’s stated goals and objectives
(Goal I, objective b and Goal 8, objective f) and
management will he reevaluated.
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Addilional  bounical  inventory rm~y  occur in the arca.  In the
case of a permitted land or water  disturbing activity. such
inventory will likely hc conducted by the project proponent
or qualified consulliml~

2) Forage utilization. relative  shrub. forh.  and grass
composition. and pencrai  rnngelxnd  conditions will continue
to he monitlved  in grucd portion\ of the ACEC as in the
past. Nested  frequency studies  will be estahlishcd,  as
necessary, to monitor change  in 11-equency.  This will indicate
when it will hc appropriate to ~nxasure  relative composition
of shrub, forh.  and grass  compwuxts.  Actual use studies will
he conducted in accordance with BLM Technical Reference
TR 440%2  (ISLM. 1984).  Utilir:ltion studies will he
conducted as described in TR 4400.4 (page 6, 36). These
studies will hc conducted by BLM range staff as part of their
official duties.

3) Desert allocarya  (PI~,~i~h~ri~f~~.s  ,rul.rrr.~)  is expected to he
reintroduced in an historic  cnclo~ure  location. This
population will he considered  iis an experimental population
and will monitored hy the BLM horanist  as part of this
specialist‘s official dutie\  using the lollowing  methodology:
for live year\  Irllowing  rcintr,)duution  frequency plots and
phenology  CI)UIIK  (seedling\.  ll(rwering  plants. plants hearing
seed) would he conducted. Bcglnning  the sixth year after
establishment  the site will he rnl,nitored  in accordance with
an atahlishcd  schedule or Comrrrvation  Agreement.
Frequency transects and phoroplots  will he established inside
and outside the exclosure  to i~swx  the potential threats of
wildlife or livestock grazing.  Alter the first year. the area
outside the exclosurc  will he xarched for seedlings. Any
seedlings found will hc flag@ and tracked in subsequent

Water Level/Quality

I) Monitor lake level by obtaining data collected by the
Oregon Department of Water Resources from an exi.sring
gauging station on the lake. This information is only of
importance in response to a specific proposal where lake
levels may be affected. It is possible that additional gauges
could he required, depending on the proposal. Costs for
placing such additional gauges and monitoring the lake level
will he the responsibility of the project proponent.
Monitoring specifics will be developed during the permitting
process.

2) Monitoring of total dissolved solid concentrations and
other water chemistry may also he necessary in response to
certain types of project proposals to determine whether Goal
I. objective h, is being met. Monitoring specifics will be
developed during the permitting process, will he required as
a component of permit, and will most likely he accomplished
through contrecting  with a credible academic institution or
professional consultant. The cost will he born by the project
proponent.

Invertebrates/Wildlife

I) Continue on-going inventory and monitoring of wildlife
species and their habitats, including sensitive species. Such
work will be performed by BLM wildlife staff as part of their
official duties or under contract with funds from challenge
cost-share grants, similar funds, or funds provided by project
pn,ponents.

YCXS.
2) Inventory and monitor relative abundance of aquatic
invertebrate populations as an indicator of aquatic ecological

Cultural health. This type. of monitoring will only be conducted in
response to a proposal which potentially threatens the lake

I) Conduct it Clasc  Ill xcheological  survey of the entire
area. as time and funding  permii.  This work will most likely
he conducted by a quulified  contri~tor  or field school with
funds from challenge cll\t-share  grants, similar funds. or
funds provided hy pn?ject  pn,ponents.  Archaeological
clearmccs  will he contluc~ed.  :I\ needed. in response to
proposed ground-disturbing  activities. Clearance work will
most typically be conducted hy f3LM cultural resource staff
as part of their  official durie\.  All survey/clearance work
will he cirnductcd  in acc,rd:lncc  with BLM Manual
standards dcnllng with cultural  surveys.

ecology using scientific methods and will be funded by the
project proponent.

2) Perform regular  patri,ls  of cultural sites within the area to
protect against unauth~rrized  excavation  and monitor general
site conditions. Patrol\  will he conducted at random by both
law enforcement and cuItur:~l  rewurce  personnel as part of
their official duties.
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